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Prof. J.H. Whitelaw; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. J. Locke; Dean A. Emery; 
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Seraganian; Prof. M. Kusy; Prof. G. Adams; Dean D.J. Taddeo;. Mr. G. 
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ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Mr. K.D. Adams; Dr. P.E. Filion; Prof. G. Trudel; 


80-13-1 


80-13-2 


80-13-3 


Prof. B. Petrie; Prof. A. Lauziere; Prof. J. 
Bhatnagar; Prof. T. Fancott; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; 
Ms. M. Picciano 

Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 

It was agreed to deal only with those items on the Agenda which did not 

require a vote and to put aside consideration of substantive matters until a 


quorum had materialized. 


Question Period 


Dr. Breen advised that Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration 
and Finance, was not able to be present today to respond to a number of 
questions that had been raised at the last Senate meeting. However, Mr. 
Martin has submitted a written response to three of the questions and copies 
would be made and distributed to all Senators as soon as possible. With 
respect to another question that had been raised concerning the technological 
orientation of the C.E.G.E.P.s, Dr. Breen advised that Prof. Whitelaw 
would discuss this under Agenda Item V, 1), 3,), - Report from 
C1E.S8-E.C. 


It was stated that a document entitled "The Observance of Natural Justice by 
University Tribunals" had recently been distributed to various members of 
the University community and it was suggested that the University lawyer 
be invited to attend a future meeting of Senate for an informal discussion of 
the document, so that members of Senate might better understand its 
implications for procedures and processes within the Faculties. It was 
further suggested that if it should be decided to have the document 
discussed at Senate, copies should be made available in advance to all 
Senators. 


80-13-4 


80-13-5 


80-13-7 


80-13-8 


It was requested that Mr. Graham Martin be invited to report on the status of 
developments concerning the Student Data System, at the January 1981 
meeting of Senate. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the programmes which were approved by 
Senate last Spring for forwarding to the Conseil des Universités were 
currently being evaluated and the reports so far, particularly with respect to 
the quality evaluation’. on the whole seemed to be very encouraging. 

80- 13-6 Concerning the matter of technological orientation of the 
C.E.G.E.P.5, Prof. Whitelaw explained that the question arose as a result 
of a recent newspaper article which gave the impression that the Ministry of 
Education was giving a high. priority to career programmes in the 
C.E.G.E.P.s, at the expense of the general or pre-University programmes. 
He advised that this concerns only continuing education areas in the 
C.E.G.E.P.S' where a certain number of priorities have been set. While 
some of those priorities were partly under the control of the individual 
institutions, in general there was a Ministry role in determining those 
priorities and in the funding of these programmes. The problem in this case 
was the retroactivity of the decision, whereby those institutions which had 
been offering nothing but pre-University courses, were suddenly told that 
their budgets for the year for those categories had been exhausted and they 
would therefore have to do something else. He expressed the feeling that 
this was a matter for the C.E.G.E.P. system and did not directly affect the 
University. At the same time, it might be an indication of acceptance on the 
part of the Ministry that a lot of non-vocational work currently being 
handled by the Universities through their mature entry programmes. Prof. 
Whitelaw further advised that there may be a possible difficulty with respect 
to summer courses, in relation to the incomplete D.E.C. policy, because this 
policy was posited on the assumption that summer courses would be 
available. If there was going to be a reduction in the number of 
pre-University summer courses which would be available, the matter should 
be taken up. He intended to raise the question at the next meeting of 
C.L.E.S.E.C., to find out whether the policy on conditional acceptance 
would still be valid, if in fact, a student could not make up his or her 
programme through summer courses. 


Dr. Breen announced at 2:20 p.m. that there was a quorum and it was 
agreed that Senate return to item II on the Agenda, which had been set aside 
at the beginning of the meeting. Approval of Minutes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ADAMS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
OCTOBER 31 AND NOVEMBER 28, 1980, BE APPROVED. 


Concerning the statement in the third paragraph on page 10 of the Senate 
minutes of October 31, 1980, that "other Faculties had representatives on 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council", Dean Taddeo advised that, for the 
record, there was someone on the Arts and Science Faculty Council who 
was from another Faculty, but the individual was on Council as a 


80-13-9 


80-13-10 


80-13-11 


representative of the School of Community and Public Affairs rather than as 
a representative of his particular Faculty. He also informed Senate that the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council was currently studying the restructuring 
of Council, which would include representatives from the other Faculties. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. ALAIN 
VAILLANCOURT TO THE SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-13-D6), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


Dean French presented and explained the proposed major modifications to 
Graduate programmes in Arts and Science (document US-80-13-Dl). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR MODIFICATIONS TO 
GRADUATE PROGRAMMES IN ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-80-13-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


Dean French explained the various processes through which the proposed 
changes have been vetted. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from U.C.C.C. 
(document US-80-13-D2). 


Senate was advised that the Faculty of Arts and Science fully supports 
U.C.C.C.'s desire to rid the Calendar of variable credits values, as noted in 
the General Comments, item B.1. of that Committee's Report. There were 
no instances of variable credit values in the proposed modifications now 
being considered by Senate. 


In response to a question concerning the one year non-credit predoctoral 
internship in an approved clinical setting, in the Ph.D. Psychology 
programme, it was explained that this was, in fact, already present practice. 
It was further explained that there have been demands from the students to 
have the clinical year as part of the programme. At the same time, the 
Faculty did not want to dislodge other essential parts of the programme by 
accrediting it, but merely wanted to be able to record on the transcript that 
the student had indeed completed a clinical year. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, TEAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS FROM THE 


80-13-16 


80-13-17 


FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCMCE, 
CDOCUMENT US-80-13-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 
OPEN SESSION 


Revisions to the Composition of the Fine Arts Faculty Council 


Concerning the proposed Revisions to the Fine Arts Faculty Council, 
(document US-80-10-D3), Dr. Breen advised that the resolution had been 
presented, discussed and tabled at the October 31, 1980 meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE 
FINE ARTS FACULTY COUNCIL, (DOCUMENT US-80-10-D3), BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


In response to a question as to whether or not the Faculty of Fine Arts had 
considered the possibility of inviting someone from the Concordia Faculty 
of Arts and Science to sit on the Fine Arts Council, Senate was advised that 
the Faculty of Fine Arts considers everything. 

- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND UAS CARRIED - 


Report on Competence in Written Expression 


Concerning the Report on Competence in Written Expression, Dr. Breen 
explained that it was not his intention to ask Senate to vote on the document 
in question (US-80-13-D3), but rather, following a preliminary discussion, 
he would entertain a tabling motion. He advised that there were two things 
that should be discussed. One was the model being proposed in the Report, 
which included as an integral part, a provision for testing francophone 
students for Competence in French. The other was the question of the 
resource implications and the recommendation that the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, be asked to provide a cost estimate before any 
decision on implementation was taken by Senate. Dr. Breen further advised 
that he had discussed the matter with Graham Martin, who indicated that it 
might be possible to have a report on the cost estimate available by the end 
of January 1981. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from U.C.C.C. on 
Competence in Written Expression (US-80-13-D3). 


In response to a question concerning the situation at McGill, Prof., 
Whitelaw advised that no formal system has been implemented at McGill at 
the present time. 


Senate was advised that the reaction of students, as a group, to the notion of 
being tested for competence in written expression has been favorable but at 


the same time, the feeling was that faculty members should also be required 
to take the same test. it was further stated that regardless of whether or not 
faculty members should be in the same position as students and whether or 
not it was a good idea to test faculty members, particularly new faculty 
members, for competence in written expression, what must be recognized 
was the fact that there was a very clear perception among the students that 
faculty members were in the same boat as the students. That was, while 
endorsing the proposal, the feeling of the students was that somewhere 
along the way there was a responsibility on the part of faculty members to 
recognize the fact that there was clearly a perception that this was not a 
problem that rested just with the students, but rather was. one that rested 
with the entire University community. 


In response to a question concerning the level of competence in written 
expression envisaged by the proposal, it was explained that the level of 
competence was that which was set and measured by the test itself. Students 
who do not reach that level could either improve their level of written 
expression by other means and then take the test again, or take one of the 
listed courses which would ultimately be considered as designating the same 
level of competence as that required by the test. 


It was also stated that the question posed above should be considered in the 
context of item 4, Recommendation 1, page 7, of the Report. It was pointed 
out that until such time as a system, such as the one being proposed, was 
adopted by Senate, U.C.C.C. was not really authorized to proceed with a 
comparative study of what was expected in the way of achievement levels in 
various courses offered by the English Department and indeed by the 
Faculty of Engineering. It was hoped that as part of this policy, if it was 
accepted, such. a comparative study would be undertaken. It was also 
hoped that there would be a common level of competence in written 
expression, perhaps approximate to that expected of students leaving 
English 211, which would be represented in one's expectations of the test. 
Finally, Senate was urged to consider adopting the proposal "in principle” at 
this meeting, rather than tabling it. 


It was stated that there were courses available in the University other than 
courses in English language that would accomplish the objectives outlined 
in items 3 and 4. Recommendation 1, page 7, of the Report and it was 
suggested that the U.C.C.C. review of existing courses in this area should 
include among others, certain Philosophy courses, particularly Philosophy 
223 and 224. 


Concern was expressed over the assessing of the proposed 500 word 
essays, and whether the assessment would be done by a committee or by 
individual persons acting as a committee; how many essays would each 
grader or committee of graders have to evaluate; etc. etc? In effect, what one 
was really concerned about was the mechanics and supervision of the whole 
process. 


In response to the above, it was explained that there was a feeling that there 
already existed a number of instructors in English composition courses who 


know about grading with some uniform set of expectations in mind. In 
addition, past experience, using three graders for each essay, was that the 
degree of uniformity in the grades assigned, was astoundingly high. 


Concern was voiced over the idea of a test or a course that could be taken at 
anytime, prior to graduation. It was stated that, if we accept the notion that 
expression was one aspect of learning and that it was easier to teach 
students who were able to write well, it should be a major goal to get those 
students to write well prior to their being taught in their major disciplines. It 
was argued that the test should be set as an entrance requirement, even 
though it was recognized that by doing so, we would be putting ourselves 
in a poor position vis-a-vis our competitor institutions. Consequently, one 
would like to see-the. proposal amended to the point where it is accepted 
that students be. asked to write the test at the time of entrance to the 
University rather than at the time they would be leaving. 


It was stated that U.C.C.C. would certainly agree that it would make sense 
to test students as early as possible, but at the same time, there were a 
number of administrative considerations which must be taken into account, 
and particularly, given the number of students who would be required to 
take the test, it would be very difficult to complete the exercise during a 
short period of time. Consequently, it would have to be assumed that initial 
testing would be spread over the first term or the first year, etc., which was 
one of the reasons that U.C.C.C. was not recommending that the required 
competence be attained in the first year. This was quite apart from the fact 
that graduation requirements can be extremely difficult to police. Again, the 
main consideration was simply the human resources which would be 
needed to cope with the problem of a lot of people taking a test at the same 
time. 


It was stated that one realized that it would be 4 difficult thing to 
accomplish, but the feeling was expressed that it could in fact be done; that 
once the initial trauma was over, it could be done relatively easily; and that 
the results were worth the effort. 


It was noted that the spirit of the proposal was that we should produce 
graduates who were competent in written expression, but at the same time it 
was felt that perhaps the recommendations might be reworded or that a 
suggestion could Be made to the effect that we want to emphasize that 
students who need such help, get it as soon as possible. 


Concern was voiced over the recommendation in the Gray Report that 
resources presently servicing such courses as English C205, C206, or 
C20S, should Be directed towards a writing clinic, if such should be 
established, (Recommendation 3, page- 7, Appendix B, document 
US-80-13-D3). While it was noted that this was not included in the 
U.C.C.C.'s recommendations, nonetheless, in the spirit of the 
recommendations, such a course of action might be envisaged if resources 
were found 


)to be limited. It was stated that those English courses were responding to 
the needs of students, many of whom may have passed the minimum 
competency which would be required by the test, but who nonetheless 
would like to improve their competency and it was argued that when Senate 
begins to discuss the question of resources, those courses should not Be 
considered as expendable. in addition, before any decision was taken with 
respect to those English. courses, or for that matter, any other such courses, 
very- careful consideration should be given to the nature of the clientele and 
the purposes served by those courses. 


It was suggested that perhaps students should be required to register for a 
three credit course in English composition in either the first or second 
semester of the first year, unless it had been proven beforehand by a test 
that they did not need such a course. 


The feeling was expressed that Dr. Gray's committee had discovered 
something that one had long suspected, which was that the establishment of 
a writing clinic opens doors that many students were more likely to want to 
enter, than the doors into a formal registered course. It was explained that 
there was an impersonality and a kind of anonymity about a clinic that 
appeals to many students. It was further suggested that ideally perhaps we 
should have a clinic, in parallel with the existing courses taught in English 
composition. 


With respect to resource implications, it was stated that one did not know of 
any way to get information about what the University would be getting into, 
in terms of costs, other than by asking the Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance, to cost various alternative modes, including the notion of operating 
clinics in parallel with courses offered by the English Department and the 
Faculty of Engineering. It would also be interesting to see what the effects 
might be if we were to divert some of the resources from those English 
Department courses, which at the moment, supply tutorial and personal 
instruction, in a manner similar to what one imagines would be. done in a 
clinic. Another possibility might be to decide not to establish a clinic, after 
recognizing what it might cost, But rather to put those added resources into 
the English Department. All of these possibilities were conceivable, but we 
could not really discuss them until such time as solid figures were available. 


Concerning the suggestion that there should be compulsory English 
courses, it was stated that one of the appealing elements about the proposal 
now before Senate was that by making it clear that competence in written 
expression was needed, one was able to encourage students to take English 
courses without actually making those courses compulsory. The feeling 
was-expressed that students were willing to accept the idea that they must be 
competent in written expression, but this did not mean that they would be 
willing to accept the notion that they must take an English course, which 
among other things, would ultimately-lead to the problem of students who 
know that they have a good level insofar as writing skills were concerned, 
and recognize that they do not need such a course. Also, one important 
aspect of the U.C.C.C. proposal was that it provided for a diagnostic test, 
which would give the individual student a clear indication as to exactly 


where he or she stands with respect to competence in written expression. 
Senate was further advised that from the. students’ point of view, the earlier 
the first test could be administered, the better off the students would be. 


Concerns were also expressed over such things as grammar, verbal 
presentations, class participation, etc., which it was stated, put the students 
in a situation where they are subject to an evaluation based on criteria that 
are never explained. In addition, students were not taught how to improve 
their levels of skills in such things, on which they may or may not be 
evaluated. 


It was stated that from the nature of the discussion so far, one assumed that 
the resources being referred to would be derived from the present full-time 
faculty personnel and was not something that would be entrusted to persons 
not yet in the employ of the University. At the same time, it was wondered 
whether this should be an obligation, responsibility, or opportunity only 
within the English Department, which, if one's acquaintance with. the 
question was correct, might be somewhat hesitant about taking on such a 
burden. It was further stated that it was important that this exercise be 
perceived in terms of all the Faculties, Departments, and in effect, the entire 
community, and it was suggested that it might be useful to try to find a pool 
of persons among the faculty, found by the students and by their peers to 
use good style and to be lucid, who might be considered as a stand-by 
group of persons who right be involved in this undertaking. 


It was stated that one of the reasons that one was in favor of the notion of a 
"clinic", as opposed to a particular department, was that such a clinic might 
indeed attract those teachers for whom expression has always mattered. 
However, it was pointed out that one of the mechanical difficulty arises 
from the fact that at the moment, the majority of the people teaching English 
composition were part-time rather than full-time faculty and while most of 
them come back to the University, year after year, they never really know 
from one year to the next whether or not they will be here two years later. 
Dealing with a group of moving part-time faculty like that was a very 
different matter from dealing with tenured full-time people, especially if they 
were coming from a variety of departments. 


It was suggested that perhaps some thought should be given to the 
possibility of setting up, in addition to a writing clinic, an oral expression 
clinic, which could be operated strictly on a voluntary basis, where students 
who decided that they would like to improve their oral capabilities, could do 
so. It was further stated that certain courses were being offered where one 
hundred percent of the evaluation was based on multiple choice questions, 
thereby excluding any evaluation of writing ability. It was suggested that 
perhaps that practice should be looked into. 


In response to a question concerning mature students, Senate was advised 
that the intent of the proposal was that it would apply to all students, 
regardless of whether they were full-time, part-time, young or old. It was 
further pointed out that there were no longer any "mature students", per se. 
Rather, they were mature entrants to regular programmes and would be 


subject to the provisions in the proposal, in the same way as those students 
entering the University with a D.E.C. 


Dr. Breen reminded Senate that he had initially suggested that the proposal 
might be tabled, following the discussion. He pointed out however, that the 
possibility of accepting the proposal "in principle", rather than tabling it, 
had been raised during the discussion and he would accept such a motion, if 
someone was prepared to make it. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCKEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE U.C.C.C. RECOMMENDATION FOR THE 
IMPROVEMENT OF COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION, 
(DOCUMENT US-80-13-D3), BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE, 
SUBJECT TO A DEMONSTRATION OF FEASIBILITY FOLLOWING 
COMPLETION OF THE COST ESTIMATE BY THE VICE-RECTOR, 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Next meeting 


80-13-18 It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 p.m., 
Friday, January 30, 1981, in the P.S.B.G.M. Conference Room. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


